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UNIT  “TATES ENVIROMMENTAL PROTECTIC  "ENCY

COMDITIONAL PERMIT ™D
COMENCE COMSTRUCTION AND OPERATE

40 CFR 82.21(i), as amended June 12, 1978 (43 tR 26388)
Significant Deterioration of Air Quaiity
Review of New Sources

Intermountzin Power Project
Four 7350 MW Units
Lynndyl Site

I. INTRODUCTION

Intermountain Power Project (hersinafter "the Companv") plans to construct
four 750 (net) megawatt coal 7ired eloctric gemerating units (herainafter "the
Source") 11 miles west of Lynndyl, Utah. :

On July 7, 1577, the Company requested from the U, S, Eavircnmental

Protection Agency, Region VIII (hereinafter "EPA™), permission to construct
the Source at a location fzar HManksvilie, Utah, which was called the Salt Wash
site. The Company was notifiad on Cecember 8, 1977, that all atmospheric
aiffusion modeling indicated that the Class I sulfur dioxide air gquality
increments would he axceeded in tha Capitol Reef Mational Park erea. Some of
the modeling studies also indicated violations of the Llass II incirements on
elevated tarrain. The Sompany requested that ZPA hold the raview in ahevance
cn Janpary 2, 1678, ,
The Co%gany requested EPA o consider the Lynndyl site for the power plant on
August 7, 1278. Additional information was submitted regarding the Lynndy
site on Qctoher 2, 1278, A contractor, PEDCo Environmental, Inc., was
selected by EPA to help with the best available centrol technology (BACT)
review and requested scme clarifying informatien about the plant on April 30,
1979. The Company provided this information cn August 17, 1578. A public
hearing was held in Salt Lake City en January 10, 1880. Public comments werz
requested during the periods of December 12 through January 17 and Harch 27
through April 17, i580.

A partial 1isting of information considered by EPA in its review is contained
in appencix I. A summary of writien comments appears in appendix II.

11. FINDINGS

On the basis o information ia the administrative record (ses zppenaix I Tor
partial 1isting), ZPA has cdetermined hat:

(1) Twe Company, through aeplicaticn of 2ACT as defined in 30 CFR,
Section §2,21(b)(10}, will Timit emissions from ihe four units
“as set ferth in 111 “elaow;
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(3)

(4)
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The Intermountain Power Project emissions will not cause ex-
ceedences of applicable air quality increments;

Viglations of the national ambient air quality standards will
not be caused or exacarbatad by the facility;

EPA hat good reason to believe that the Company can comply
with the conditions of this permit. However, in the issuance
of this permit, EPA does not assume any risk of loss which may
occur as a result of the ccemmencement of construction and '

operation by the Company, if conditions of this permit are not
met by the Company.

I11. CONDITIONAL PERMIT TO CONMSTRUCT AND QPERATE

On the basis of the findings sat forth in II above, and pursuant to the
authority (as delegated by the Administrator) of 40 CFR 82.21(r){2), EPA
hereby granis conditicnal approval for the Intermountain Power Project to
commence construction and operaticn of four 750 M{ coal fired electric gen-

erating units, This approval is expressly conditioned as follows:

(1) Each unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmesphere

\

sulfur dioxide at a rate =xceading:

(a) 0.150 pounds per million Btu heat input as averaged aver 30
suceessive boiler cperating days, and

/

\ (b) 10 percent of the patential combustion concentration

——
"y
——

(90 percent reduction) as averaged over 30 successive boiler
cperating davs. '

(c) Compliance with the emission limitations of this condition
shall be based solely on data from the Continuous Emission
Monitors {CEM) as provided for in condition 4 and appendix III
of this permit. Compiiance with the parcent reduction
requirements of (1)(b) may ha based on a combination of CEM and
fuel anaiysis data as providad for in 40 CFR 80, appendix A,
method 1a. in place of CEM's at the inleft and cutlzt of the
sulfur control davice.

Each unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere
particuiate matter at a rate exceeding:

(a) 0.020 pounds per miliion Bty heat input, as averaged over §
hours (minimum) of reference method testing, and

(b) Opacity of 20 parcent, as averaged over each separate -minute
pericd, except for one §-minute period per hour of not more
than 27 percent opacity.
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{c} Compliance with part (a) of this condition shall te as provided
for in 40 CFR 50, appendix A, method 5. Four (4) 2-hour runs
shall be cerducted as provided for in £0.3 of appendix III,
Cempliance with part {b) shall be as previded for in 40 CFR 60,
appendix A, method 2 and data from CEM undar condition (4) and
appendix III of this permit, -

fach unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere
nitrogen oxides, expressed as NOp, at a rate exceeding 0.550

pounds per millicn 8tu neat input based on a 30-day rolling
averzge, Compliiance with this emissicn limit shall be based solely
on CEM data as provided for in cendition {4) and appendix III of
this permit.

A continunus menitoring system for measuring opacity, eptical
density, suliur dioxide, nitregen oxides, and diluent shall be
installed, calibrated, maintained, and opersatad by the owner cr
operater. Proceduras to be followed for (1) testing, monitering,
and reparting of excess emissions of particulates, cpacily, sulfur
dicxida, and nitrogen oxides, and for {2) the purpases of demon-
strating compiiance with the emission 1imitations of conditions (1),
(2), and {2) are specified in the applicable sccticns of 40 CFR
£0.7, 50.8, 80,11, 20.13, subpart Da, and Refarenca ilethods Perform-
arce Specitication Hos. 1, 2, and 3, of 40 CFR Part 50, appendices A
and 3, as %5 amendad hy sppencixz I11 of this permit, and wht
incorporated as a part of this condition by reference. Production-
weighted valuas reterred %o in appendix/ III are not sppiicable to
this permit.

A quality control program for the continuous monmitoring systam must
be develeped and implemented. As a minimum, the quality control
program must have writtzn procedures for each of the following
activities:

(a) Installation of CEM's

(b} Calibration of CEM's

(c) Zero and calibration checks and adjustments for CEi's

(d) Preventive maintenanca for CIil's {ipc?uding narts invantory)
(e) Data racording and reporting

{f} Program of corrective action F¢r inoperacie CEM's
{g) Annual svaluation of CEM system

v o

The quaiity control program must ce described in detail, suitably
documentad, and approved Hy EPA Regicn VIII's Quality Assurance
OfTice.
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The Cempany shall submit tc EPA ail plans which relate to the
design, onginsering, and operation for the Scurce's particu- .
late, M0y and SOz control systems. The information shall
include, ¥t a minimum, 2 description of the system'c operation,
major design parameters, and sfficiency or emission rata quar-
antees. Such information should, in addition, he accompanied
by at least one complete ynpricad copy of the contract the o
Cempany plans to accept for the purchasz or construction of the
systems. This information will be submitted within 20 days
after receipt of the executsd contract by the Lcmpany. .

Should EPA, in its discretion, determine that the Company's
final olans contain insufficient infermatien to parmit an ,
independent zvaluation of this system, it shall so notify the
Cempany within 30 days after receiving the plans. The Coopany
shall have 20 days thereafter to submit further design, angi-
naering, and operating data. 1f, arfter raeviewing these further
data, EPA detarmines that there still is insufficient informa- -
tion or determines that the system will rot enable the Company
to meet and Zemonstrate compliance with the emission 1imits and
canditions set forth in this permit, the ¥PA and the Company-
may meet within 50 days of this determination to discuss alter-
native control options. Pursuant to these discussions, EPA and
the Company may determine a schedule for develcpment and sub-
mittal of informaticn on additional and/or wodified control .
svstems +nich will enable compliance with the emissions Timits
and cenditicns sat Torth in this permit., IPA shall review this
additional intormation to determine Athether the revised system
%111 enable the Company to meet and demonsirate compliance with
the amission 1imits and conditions set forth in this permit,
If, after raviewing this further information, EPA determines
that the additional and/or modified control system will not
enable cempliance with the amission limits and conditions set
forth in this permit, then this permit 1o construct and oparate
may, upon notification of the Company, be denied ab initis,
Failure oy EPA to take such sction shall not, however, consti-
tuts an endarsement of the methods chossn bty the Company to
reduce air emissions; nor shall such failure guarantee that
these methods will, in fact, enable the Company to meet the
cendition of this permit. Any determination that the informa-
tion submitted is insufficient or that the proposed controd
system will not enabla compliance shall be acccmpanisd by 2
written statement of vr=asons, identifying the criteria applied
and the factors considerad. 9nsite construction of any major
zquipnent shall not commence hefore the control equipment
design has been evaluatad and approved by EPA, :

Mo coal shall be burned which s incompatible with the
Company's control eguipment design. Coal quaiity data shall be
submittad within 30 days sfter it becomes available and shall
inciude wariations in quality as well as average data, This
¢oal quality 4ata shall incluce the Following:
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(%)

(7)

{(3)

(1)
(i1)
(111)
{iv)

Mst econtrol

Mine locations
Quantity‘af coal expected from each Tocation
daw tha coal will be mined, handled, and shipped

Data base used to calculate average and worst case coal
quality ‘

Worst case coal quality that could 5Se deliver=d over a
30-day period -

How any Slending of the coal wiil naturally or inten-
tionaily occur {i7 applicanie)

Contract quaranteas for each ccal supply

e

e

How non-gpecification coal will be stared, handled, and
blended (17 applicaiie) ‘

Coal quality values shali include 3tu vailue, sulfur
content, ash content, znd moisture content.

on unpaved roads shail ba accomplizhed by the applica-

tion of chemical stabilizing agents supplemented with water, The

water and chamicals shall be added at a rate and frequancy to mini-
mize visibla emissions when vehicles are using the rcads, Records
will he kept on the tvpe, amcunt, and Trequency that the chemicals

are appliad.

The amission control equipment presanted in the appiicatfon for
handling the coal, lime, and ash shail be utilized. Records will he

kept of the

type of wet suppressicn usad and the rate of application.

This authority to construct and operate the Source does. not reliave
the Applicant of the obligation to comply with a1l other applicable
faderal, state or local regulations.

The Ccmpany

shall nrepare an air quality monitoring nlan that will

determine the imnact of Source zmissicns on air quality. The Utah

State Divisi

on of Health (Bureau of Air Guality) shali approve the

site jocations, instrumentation, duration of data coliection, and
determine if the plan should be implemsnted, A1l air quality moni-
toring must conform to the requiraments of 40 CFR part 58, As part
of the a2ir quality monitoring prcgram, 3 quality coniral program
must be develoned and implementad and consist of policies, proce-

dures, speci

fications, standards and Jocumentation necessary tos

(a) feat the monitoring cbjectivas and quality assurance require-
ments of the permit granting futherity,

IP10_003649
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(b) Hinimize Toss of air gquaiity data due to malfunctions or
out-of-control conditjons.

(10) Compliance provisions for conditions (1), {2), and (2) shall be in
accordance with the appropriate sections in 40 CFR 60.48a,

(11) The ownér or operator shall, abide by 211 presentations, statements
of intent, and agreements contained in IPP's application and in all
additions, medifications, and corrections therets, as presented for
public inepection.

IV. GENERAL

This permit is issued in r=lizncs upcn the accuracy and cempietenass of the
informatiori'set forth in thae Company's application to EPA for permission to
conmence constryction. The conditions herein become, upon the effactive date
of this permit, enforceabie by EPA pursuant to any ranedies it now has, or
may in the future have, under the Clean Air Act. Each and every condition is
tmediately effectiva uniass within ten {10) days after receipt you notify
this Regional Office in writing {Attantion: WNorman A, Huey, BAH-A) that the
permit or a term or condition thareot {s rejectad. Such notice should
include the reason or reasons for rejection,

The United States Court of Appeals for the D.C, Circuit has issued a ruling
in thd case of Alabama Power Lo, vs. Dougias M. Costld {73-1006 and !
idated cases) wnich nas significant impact on wne EPA prevention of

consoly
signif*cant deterioration (PSD) program. The eépplicant is hereby advised

that this permit may be subject to reavaluation as a result of the final
Court decision and its ultimate effect. '

UNITED STATES ENVIROHMENTAL PROTECTION AGEMCY
REGION VIII

Robery L. Oupray, Divector
Air and Yazardous Materials Divigion

DATE:
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INTERMOUNTAIN PGWER PROJECT
APPLICATION ANALYSIS

January 25, 1580

A. Applicability Determination

The proposed Intermountain Power Project (IPP) will consist of four coal
fired electrical power units that will generate 750 megawatts each for a
total of 3,000 megawatts. Emissions from the Source will be from the two
main stacks, coal handling, 1ime handling, ash handling, and hauj roads.

Estimated emissions ¥rom the proposed operations are as follows:

PARTICULATES
. ' Potential  Actual Allowable
Operation (tons/yr) (tons/vr) {tons/yr)
Two-stacks - 939,552 2,120 3,348
Coal Uniogading 200 3 N/A
Coal Crushing 758 1.8 N/A
Coal Conveying 250 25 N/A
Conveyor Transfer <00 8 N/A
Coal Storage 1,208 120.8 N/A
Lime Transfer and Storage 17 0.1 N/A
: Ash Silo Unloading 3.390 ;94 N/A
\ Hayl Roads 41 5 N/A
\ Total Particulates 962,208 2,375.4

Other pollytants are only emitted from the main stacks and are estimated
as Tollows:

Potential Actual Allowable
Pollutant {(tons/yr) { tons/yr) (tons/yr)
S0y 154,032 16,408 49,210
NOy 98,195 61,371 61,371
o 5,468 5,448 H/A
HC 1,641 1,641 N/A

The proposed IPP plant is subject to revisw as required under Section
52.21 (1) for emissions of particulates, suifur dioxide, nitrogen oxides,
carbon dioxice and hydrocarbons.

IP10_003651
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B. Application Overview

A revised PSD permit application was raceived on Auqust 7, 1978, for the
proposed Lynndyl site. Additional information was requestzd and received
during the following year. The last date that informaticn was provided was
August 17, 1972, The nroposed plant is being reviewed in accordance with the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Regulations as promulgated on June
19, 1978.

C. Controi Technoicay Review

A control technology review must consider particulate mattar, sulfur
dioxide, nitrogen cxites, carhen monoxide, and hvdrncarbens, The oroposed
plant has been reviewed and it has beesn determined thal applicable State
Impiementaticn Plan amission 1imitations, and smission sztandards under 40 CFR
Part 60 and Part 51 will e met (see Attachment No. 1).

Process emissicns of carben monoxide and hydrocarbons are assumed to
nget the best availabla contrel technolcgy (BACT) raquirements hecause no
czontrol technology it available.

The Yeir Aorizontal scrubber is axpected {o achieye =

20 nercant removal
of sulfur Zicxice emissions and result . din 0,15 ibs/i4t Btuw at the =xpected
worst fuel sulfur contant. Current Hew Source Parfarmance Stendards (MSPS)

would require 70 nercent ramoval of S0y smissions.

\ /

Sartidulate emissions are axpected not te exceed 0,02 1hs/MM Btu with
the ude of the hot side £SP Followed by the horizontel scrusber. HSPS limit
particulate emissions to 0.03 1b/M Btu.

Mitrogen oxides emissions are expected to meet and anission limit of
0.55 1bs/iiM Btu. Although much of the ccal burned may be classivied as
hituminous, which would be allowed an emissien 1imit of 0.6 Ybs/iHM Btu under
HSPS, the suilfur content will remain low (less than one percent). Therefore,
tube wastage should not pose the same problem as with nigh sulfur (Zastern)
bituminous coals when the hoiler operations ¢r=ates a reducing atmosphere
which often accompanies low HOy operation. Tests have indicated that an
axisting plant, turning coal similar to that which IPP will burn, achieves a
M0y emission Timit of 0.84 1bs/MM Btu on a 30-day average without sxcessive
siagging problems. The allowable emission limit requireg fo meet BACT
requirements should therefore he Q.55 Tbs/MM Btu when the low suifur
2ituminous coal is heing burned,

Particulate emissions from the coal handling operations will te contrel-
lad by using enclosures, water sprays with a surfactant, surface crusting
agents, snd fabric Tilters. Transter and handling of lime will have amis-
sions vented into a fabric filter. A hydra-mixer will te needed %o add watear
to dry ash which wili ielp control fly ash emissions., The iandfilied fly ash

idio10
l--ﬁ?:

.

A
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and 50p sludge will be stabilized to minimize emissions during unloading
operations. Any unpaved roads should have emissions controlled by the
addition of chemical dust suppressants and supplemented with water,

It is EPA's opinion that the IPP's proposal for the plant along with

conditions imposed by the PSD permit represents BACT as required by the PSD
regulations (see Attachment #1).

D. Stack Heights

The degree o emission Iimitation required for controi of any air pole
Tutant under the PSD reguiations shall not be affected in any manner by a
stack height which exceeds good enginezering practice. The height of the two
main stacks at the IPP plant were planned to te 780 feet when the plant was
to be at the Sait Yash site. The planned stack height was changad to
710 feet when the plant location was changed to the Lynndyl site, Good
engineering practice (GEP) for the stack heights is defined by a height not
over the height of a nearby structure plus one and a half times the lesser
dimension (keight or width) of the nearby structure, The height of the
boilers is less than the width cf the boilers. GEP for the IPP plant is as

fallows:
GEP = 2.5 (height of boilaers)
. GEP = 2.5 (284 Taet) = 710 feet /

\'The air quality impact was determined using the GEP stack heights.

E. Air Quality iodels

Title 40, Part 52, Section 52.21{m) requires that ambient impact anal-
yses shall be hased on diffusicn models specified in the "Guidelines on Air
Quality Models" (DAQPS 1.2-080). The applicant did mot use a "Guideline"
mode] but EPA Region VIII did use CRSTER, 2 “Guideline" model, o
substantiate the applicant's results for both 24 and 2-hour impacts.

The annual impact is predicted by the applicant's model to be very

emall, EPA concurs with these results but has not used a "Guideline” model
to substantiate this.

F. Alr Qualityv Review

Haintenance oF NAAQS

Available ambient monitoring data taken near the propeosed site have
shown occasional violations of the 24-hour TSP standard while measured

IP10_003653
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concentrations ars well within the national annual standard (45 ug/m3 at

the highest site). The occasional short-term violations are caused by rural
fugitive dust uncontaminated by industrial pollution and do not cccur under
conditions when the proposed facility is expected to have its highest contri-

bution (5 ug/m3). Thus, the proposed facility would not contribute to
violations of the national standards.

Maintenance of the Increments

At the points of maximum impaéts of the stack emissions in Class I and
Class II areas, the analysis shows that there would be no violations of the

- applicable increments. A summary of the air quality amalysis is contained in

attachment 2, For fugitive emission impacts on Class Il areas, see Response
1f of appendix 1I.

8, Honitoring

Pre-construction menitoring under 52.21(n) should not te required
because the PSD application was not submittad after August 7, 1973,

A post-construction ambient air quality monitoring plan will be prepared

~ for $02 and particulate matter to cetermine the impact that plant emissions

are having on the air quality. The duration of data collection, site
Tocations, and instrumentaticn requirements will be approved by the Utah
State Division of Health (BSureau of Air Quality).

\
1

. \-Additiona1 Impact Analysis

" Visibitlity

Information concerning the visibility impact around the Lynndyl Site fis
contained in a report dated June 1979 and entitled "Calculated Visibility
Impacts of Emissions from the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the Lynndyl Site.®

EPA has reviewed this information and is of the opinion that the results
of the visibility impact calculatiens do not indicate a need to change the
design of the IPP plant or deny the permit.

Soils and Vegetation

IPP discussed additional impacts that would result on soils, vegetation
and air quality because of the plant and associated arowth in a letter dated

September 26, 1978. It was concluded from the study that the impact would be
nondetectable, ~

General Growth

The analysis included the impact from the normal work-day operating
force of 475 people. Access roads to and from the plant are paved so that

do12

‘__\.‘ .
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traffic associated rugitive fust smissions will b negiigihle. 3oth
censtruction and opnrating impacts associated 41tF the growth reguiraments
Jue o workers and their Tamilies werz nonsiderad i Seetion 3.3 F o7 the
draft environmenta! stataments,
I. Puplic Particination
The upp]1”nt101, analysis, and propesed per rit wers made available ver

aublic *nspecticn 3t the EPA nTficzs $n Jenvar and tha ytah Jurazy af Air
Quality offices in Salt Lzke City, The EPA 2nalysis and proposed parmit were
mada available at tha Wi 11ava County clerk's 0f’1ca in Fillmorzs, Liah. A

on Jzcemher 14, 1280, and the hillsrg Lounty hran

b
sublic hearing was awld on Jdanuary 10, 1280, in Sait La
noticz reqarding Jur nropesse xction as issusd b

T Wy !
camear 12, 1279.
a yrittan CoTTIENtS wNers
h B

Ne comaents were mace uring the SU3iic hewring. v

~eceived bafors the 0u*11c comment pericd closed O }anuar" t7. 1F30, Thes2
comments were considerad in the final permit and 2re SU mmarized in the
summary of public copments (Anpangix {1 of the nerm.u!.

Gn Januar: suanca of the RSO

24 1580, IPP -eguestad that £2A Zelay is

sermit until it could svaluats cortain conditions in the or rovesed aermit.
IPP rzquesied 2 reopening or uha auslic ccrment perind oo it could submit
add1t1onal material regarding the permit, A oublic actice was issued in the

#4311ard Countv Chronicis on fareh 27, TH30, wnich waongrad the commant pericd
e Ipril 14, L300, ang gave notica of 2 Teeting with 190 on Aprit 0.
1560, to discuss certain conditiens in the permit. Zag-rundred and ninety
té&ee public comments weve recajved ang ‘consicerad in b2 Jinal parmit.
Thase nemments are 2130 sunmarizad 4n appandix Il of the narmit.
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APPEMDIX 1
DESCRIPTION bate
Yestinghousz Electric Cerp. (A. Roffman) to £PA 04-13-75
D, Henderson) :
destinghouse Heeting Handout 05~02-78
Intermountain Power Projact (IPP) Medeling Meeting Report -
(D, Henderson) 05-05-75
Department of Interior - Canyonlends and Capitol Reef 06-14-77
Nationai Park to Bzcome Class I Areas {C. Andrus)
Department of Intarinr - tghice of Pessitla Raedasignation NG=14-77
{J. Hannebercger)
1PP (J. Fackrell) Appiication fer 3 PSD Permit ai the 07-01-77
Salt Wash Site
{a) Volumes I “hrough ¥ of the IPP Preliminary Engineering
and Feasibility Study Report
EPA (J. Green) o IPP (J. Anthony) 07-07-77
EPA (F. Longenbercar) iiemo About Roguest For Additional 07-20-77
Informetion /
EPA (F. Longenbernar) ilemo 08-31-77
EPA (D. Hendersen) to 8LM (J. Littlzjoha) 08-08-77
IPP (J. Anthony) Supplemental Permit Application Informa- 08-10-77
tion to EPA (J. dreen)
Air Modeling Task Force riaeting Minutes 0B~30-77
EPA (D. Hendersan} iieeting Report 09-15-77
EPA (M. Huey) to IPP {J. Anthony; ng.21-77
SPA (N, Huey) to IPP [J. Anthony) 10«12-77
EPA (F, Longenbergsr) Zaginesgring Review 10-21-77
EPA (D. Handerssn) Afr Quality Estimatss 11-14-77

S ——
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18. £FA (N. Huay) Permit Status erort

19. IPP (3. Fackrell) Request to Hold Permit Application in
Abeyance to EPA (D. Wagoner)

20, 1PP (J., Anthony) to H. £. Cramer Co. (J. Bowers)

21. 1IPP (J. Fackrell) Application for a PSD Permit at the
Lynndyl Site te EPA (A, Mersecn)
(a) Calculated Air Quatity Impact of the Emissions from
the Proposed IPP Pewer Plart at the Lynndyl Site

2. 1IPP (J. Fackrell) to Utah Burzau of Air Quality (A, Rickers)

. IPP-{J. Anthony) Supplemental Information subtmitted te
EPA (F. Longenberger)

24. EPA (N. Huey) to Los Angeles Department of ater and
Power (J. Avalaes)

26. IPP (J. Anthony) tc PEDCo Environmental Services (J. Zolier)
{a) Volume I through V of the IPP Preliminary Engineering
and Feasibility Study
(b} Calculated Air Quality Impact of the Emissions Trom
\ the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the Lynndyl Site
25..\ IPP (J. Anthony) Motification that Propgsed Lynndyl Site
'would be moved 1800 fest to EPA (J. Rakers)

?7. PEDCo Environmental, Inc. {J. Zoller) Request Supplemental

Informatien to Los Ango1es Dzpartment of Nauer and Power
(J. Avales)

23. IPP Preliminary Engineering and Feasibility Study Volume
VI - Lynndyl Alternative Site

29. H. E. Cramer Company (J. Bowers) Final Report on the Visi-
bility Impacts of tﬁe Proposed IPP Power Plant at the
Lynndyl Site to EPA [H. Huey)

30. 3LM Draft Envirormental Statament for the Intermountain
Pover Project

27. IPP (J. Anthonv) Responsa to PEDCo Questions to EPA
(3. Rakers)

32. PEDCo Envirommental, Inc. /J. Zoller) BACT Determination
to EPA (N. Huey)

12-13~77
01-05-78

07-05-78
G7-25-78

07-25-78
0%-25-78

10-25-78

01-29-7¢

@o1s

.

L,

04-13-79

C4-30-79

08-00-79

10-25-79
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dois

10-31-~78

33. EPA (J. Dale) to Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (J. Avalos) _
34, EPA (R. Duprey) proposed permit and analysis to IPP 12-07=79
(d. Fackrell)
35. Public Notice in the Millard County Chronicle 12-13.70
35, Public Notice in the Salt Lake City Tribune 12&14-79
37. Transcript of Public Hearing held on January 10, 1580 1-10-80
38. 1IPP {J. Anthony) comments about proposed permit to EPA 1-10-80.
(M. Huey)
39. IPP (J. Anthony) redquest Tor dalay in issuring the PSD permit  1-24-80
to EPA (R. Dupray)
£0. IPP (J. Anthony) request to feopen pulic comment period so 3-21-80
¢ thay might submit additional comments to EPA (N. Huey)
41, Public Notice in the Millard County Chronicle 3-27-80
42, IPP (J. Anthony) comments on proposed PSD permit conditions 4.1-80
~ to EPA (H, Huey) ,
\ i
43.\ EPA (R. Duprev) reguest for technical assistance regarding 4-01-80
\ BACT for HOy to EPA (W. Barber and J. Burchard)
44  Trenscript of meeting between EPA and IPP 4-08-80
45, State of Utah (A. Rickers) to EPA (N, Huey) 4-14-80
46.. IPP (J. Anthony) ccal quality letter to EPA (N. Huey) 4-17-80
47. EPA (N. Huey) to IPP (J. Anthony) ' 4.28-80
48, Hunton and Williams (H. Hickel) comments on proposad IPP 4-17-80
permit to EPA {N. Huey}
49. KVB {D. Baker) comments on proposed IPP permit to EPA 4-17-80
(N. fuey)
50. ZPA (J. Burchard and W. Barber) technical assistance 4-21-30
regarding IPP to EPA (R. Duprey)
51. Stearns-Roger. (D. Packnett) to EPA (M. Huey) 4~24-80
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52. EPA (J. Dale) technical memo 5-21-80
53. EPA (D. Lachapelle) clarification of 0,55 #0, emission 5«22«30
54, EPA (W. McClave) telephone memo 5-22-30
55. EPA (R. Fisher) technical memo 5-30-80
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Comment la:

Rasponse las

I Aesponse 2a:

ccmment Tac

Rasnonse Gal

’\\
Cgﬁgent 325

Responea 4das

corment %a:x

Responsa =23

1435 864 6670 Uis
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I10Pp Power Piant
Summary of Public Comments

The potential amission estimete for il0y emizsions of 38,195
tons per y2ar appears to be very highn.

Potential N0y emissions were estimatec to te those that would
sceur it the burners were not nes1qnec for Wiy contrcl, The

ZPA Cempilation of Air Poliutant _m1's|u. Factors {AP-42) was
used to ectimaiz uncontrollad {potential} HO, =mission.

The anplication znalysis siated That the heighi of the {vo main
stacks «will %2 750 feat. The reight of the stacks i
“0 770 ¥oet wnen thn praiect was nolocatﬂﬂ from Sa
Lynncyi.

A earrecticn has Seen made,

The calculatad ) em1°51on rate was 0.135 pounds ner millien
2¢u's naat inout.  Shouldn't the alicwable amission limit Le
rouncad off %o 0.1& instead of 9.15.

Jecause nf the tantziive nature of ihe wrovided coal guality
data, the zensitivity of the estimaied °missio "
Warvant such =xaciness.

=

/

The 0 percent raduction in $0» zmission is vedundant since
the amission raia s bzsed on that angunt oF centrol.

The sulfur znd 8ty vaiue of coal wili vary considerzbiy.
Operation of the control ecuipmaent in the most zfficiant manner
will rasuit in varistions in the emission rote but c2n %e
demonstratad oy a constant emissicn rezducticn.

The cptical density is a ¥eature of the opacity measuring
device that dces not lend itsalf Tor conrtinuous menitaring anﬂ
the requirament snculd be deletad.

ne capability nf oroducing

A1l aguipment manufacturers do have i
cuid S& reported as a value

an optical gensity output. It sh
averaged over about I hour.

Sermit corditions should conzain a seneral discussion 25 fo
when the emission 1imits propesec are anforceable and woen
exemptions noply.
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qesponse Sa:  Changes have tesn made to the permit. Conditicn
was added to indicate exemptions.

"~ s s

nuraber {10)

Coment 78 FPA’s facision to revise tha proposad Ny amissiecn iimit
when surning bitumincus ceal feom 0.5 t0 0.5 pounds ner
million Btu's neat input s more stringsnt then new squrce
nerformance sSTEndards (:SPS). Since iPP has racantly cemmit-
tad itself ta durning ytah bitumincus ceal, the {ISPS smission

imit of 0.3 ptunds per millicn 3tu ' heat input

.i
as the pormit condition.
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synfuais proaram actually hecomes cperative in the ceal tear-
ing ssction of Utah, our agricultural lands could beccme
vbrmanant?v scidiec. ‘ia are concerned not only zhoyy specitic
plants such 25 IPP but combined totalis and their erfects.

Aesnonie o Dne wav to minimize the2 potential for acid orﬂc'nwtation is to
cortrol sulfur ¢ioxide and nitregen oxice smissions o the
maximum sxtant possihle. This §s one o7 the puUrnoses T tre
PSO » ogulat.ors. Sources must install and cperatz aquipmant

shat will meet beost avajiladle control amission 1imits, As

gach rgw plant is DrOpOSEd, it must ba eva] atad 2iong with

existing niants ¢ insure that no violztions of iir duality

standaras will occur. CPA has detarmined that IPP i1 meet

thasga caguirtvents and, while acid vrec:_1:.u:nn i5 a grawing
) srobiza, 2 parmit wili De dssuag heciusa oh@ requirad

raguiazion i3 met
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Comment ld: Proposcd permit condition 1"(c) requires compliance be
determined solely through use of contunuous monitors. By
implication then, this condition would not allow IPP ts show
compiiance through a combination of r'el tﬂsLs and continuous
monitors. ithout such a combination, IPP will be upabie to
raceive cradit for sulfur removed orior to er during
combustion,

Rasponse 1d:  Changes to condition (1}(c) and the appendix 1II have bsen

. made to alicw creait for suifur removal hefere the 30p fiue
gas cesulfurization systems. This sulfur emovai can 3e

counted in the 70 percant reduction requirvement in condition

(V) (b).

Commant, Td: An emissior iimit ia the 75D permit of 0.3 pounds per million
2tu's heat input For W0y em 1sslons should not b required

when the IPP niant is burning situminous coal hut the 0.5
nounds par millien 3tu's 1imit required by new source perform-
ance standards (NSPS). uomp11hnce with a 80y emission 1imit
mora stringent than the “"ren: y adoptad NSPS limits could
introduce corrnsion, iube wastage, and slaaging problams.
Thase problams wouid affact aadler reliability, customer ser-
vice, ard ¢tactrical wates,

;‘.2 oy

Resoonse ?d: Tha higher amission Vimit of 0.5 pounds mer miilion Btu's was
: allewed under NSPS btecause of concern cver the potential

\ accgieratad Soiier tube wastage {..e. corrasion) durina iow

\ 80y onnra*1on sr boilers when burning coal that would cr= te

\ that problem. Svidence that the ccal which IPP will 5

: would cause this oroblem was vsed in the BACT avaluat1nn.
Howaver, avidence i2 that the coal shouid nct couse
aceelerated beiler tube wastags. The severity of fube wastage
is telieved 6 increasa diractly with the suitur centent of
the cozl burned, and IPP has projected that “he suifur content
of their coal will ranges teiween 0,44 an¢ 0,73 parcant. This
is low in comparisen to the tjp1ca1 hitumirous coal tor which
concern about accelerated tube wastage was :xpressad in.the
nNSPS pronu1gatinn. The prablam atou+ gxcessive slagging
probliems wien | -u*n1nq the IPP coal had not been evpressed
earlier. Tt wag, however, evaluated in the RACT datarminaticn.

81
D
2y
.‘

Conment 2d: The sutomatic revecations conditicn is firconsistent with the
intent underlving the v9v1 ions to EPA's PSD ragulations pro-
posed in Saptamner 1979, The proposad permit provides that it
will be ﬂutmngt1ca11v revc<ed if EPA determines that IPP's.
"final plans® !o not contain sufficient 1"f~rﬂht~ﬁn *£o nermit
an independent avaluetion of this system,” or if EM deter-
mines that <he system will not achiave the amizsien Pimits set
Tforth in the PSD permii, See Response 7a.

R —
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Response 34d:

"

-
Ut

Comment dd:

I1 ~ 3

It should te emphasized that voiding a permit has extremely
serious consequences, Hot only would it require reapplication
far a permit, but it would jeopardize the sourcess sntitlement
to the increments allocated to it as a result of the original
nermit, '

Region VIII, theréfore, should not void the permit based on 2
finding concerning the proposed application of voliution con-
trot equirment. Rather, as EPA has recognized in the past,
the appropriate remedy is to disarprove appiication of the
proposed control technology if it is found that the praposed
systom would not achieve the applicable emission Timits. The
source than would e required to optain 2pproval of a new
control systam before the fzei{lity could commence cperation.

The PSD regulaticns seem to contemplate that no permit sheould
ba issued at 211 until EPA abiains the information necessary
to determine that BACT will be applied. ‘e have issued per-
mits to zlaciric power plants without having the necessary
information to know if BACT will be applied becausa of the
long iead times needad Tor construction. e have included
conditions in the permit requiring that the nacessary informa-
tion be required and svaluated prior to onwsite construction
of the plant. Ragion VIII does not see the automatic
ravecaticn condition as being inconsistent with the PSD regu-~
lations. If the control equipment information submitted with’
the PSD application had been found inadequate or it had been
determined that it would not achieve the BACT requiresents, a
PSO permit would not have been issued. Ye do not agree that
the piant shouid be allcwed to cemmence construction without
raving an emission control eguipment design canable of meeling
the emission 1imits in the permit. The permit has Deen
changed {0 accommodate due procass concerns of [PP,

Condition {5) in the proposed permit requires IPP .to “salect"
the ¢nal supply and to "finalize control equipment design"
before onesite construction of major equipment commences.

This sentence should e stricken because final selection of
all of the coal suppiies for the Tirst several vears of plant
operation may not e completad tefore 1083-34, On-siie
construction is scheduled to begin in 1981, IPP will identify
the range of coal quality to te used in conjunction with its
salection of poilution control sauipment, Information cn coai
suppiies will be reported as it becomes available, However,
to require that IPP purchase coal befora ccmmencing on-sita
construction of major equipment is impractical. Similarly,
tha requirament that control =auipment desien be finalized
tefore cn-site contructicn of major equipment hegins should be
deleted,

do22
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Resnense 4d:

Pasponge &

Comment ad:

Response &4:

II-3

This condition nas heen modifiad to raquire cnly appreoval of
tha contrel eguipment design prior t0 on-site construction of
najor equipment. Also, inecluded js a requirsmant that coal
shall net be burned which 1s 1ncompat1b1e with the cur;ro]
zquipment design.

Conditien (5) does not indicate what standards are to be
applied by the person reviewing the proposed equipment,

that parson is to judge adegquacy of the aquipment, who must
mest the burden cf showing inadequacy, or how 1ang'the Region
nay tzke ir reviawing the proposad cquipment.

The standardas Lo he used in reviawing ihe propesed equipment
is th2 3ame 2s :equ1rec under t%e P*D requiraments o deter-
mine that hest avaitabla control tachnology will N2 applied.
EPA will attompt o avaluats the svstnm within 20 days. How-
aver, ZPA may decice 1o -have an outside 1rdepenannt evaiuation
done under 1 contract which would taksa 1nrqer. e 1nsurn that
Jelays will not cccur in the project, uetailad informati
should 22 submitied as soon a3 ooss.b.

The continuous menitoring raquiramente in the permit can he
required under EPA's statutory authority in Section 114 of the
Zlean &ir Act. The acnitaring raguirements must meet the test
a7 veaasonablenass,

!
v requiremenis orgposed Sy Region Y VIl
in appendix III ara 13 nera sbrﬂﬂqent tran thosa sat Forth in
the new NSPS requlat 1cns. The requirements should, *hﬂrefore,
be modiried to conTorm toc the MSPS r¢gu1ah1cns, which reflect
the Asminisirator's conclusions as ic tha {ype ind aount of
smission monitoring that way raasonably be required of new
source awners,

The monitor availabilit

The permit 3130 requires that §7 ¢enfinuous moniters do net
meet *he prascribad availapility requirements for LhHC sucees-
51VP quarters, IPP must replaca the meniters with no assurance .
that the roplacezmant svstem would meet 42 orapes:zo availabil-
ity requirements, Again, the approach of tha rzvisad HSPS
shouid Se folleowed.
Region VIl £PA beligves the parmit momitoring recuirements do
meat the test oF raascnableness. It i our position that the
Region VIIi parmit Hun1tor1ng rzouirements wWill & t racuire
Siffersnt Svpes or more amission ﬂnitcr1ng eau1:rent or more

idoz23

[ Sl

sophisticatad technoleoy aver that required by th MSPS raaula~-
tions, Tha state-of-2rt of amission manitoring dees suppori
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Comments le:

Response le:
Comment 2e:

0 Ui

1 -7

the permit prescribed monitor availability requirements. .
Furthermore, the 85% (annual)/75% (quarter) availability
requirement is not a firm fixed standard as is the 55% monthly
availability requirement of the NSPS. Section 60.13(e)(4)(i1)
of appendix III of the permit allows variances from the "
availability requirements by allowing time periods of poor
instrument availabijlity to not be counted for the purpose of
showing compliance with the 85%/75% limitsd Thus, operatars
acting in good faith can be excused from some of the :
requirements if the poor instrument availability can be docu-
mented1to have been caused by conditions beyond the operator's
control, ) .ot

The requirements for annuatl certification of monitoring sys~
tems and certification in units of the standard are presently

" more stringent than NSPS requirements. However, EPA Head-

quarters is in progress of eventually impiementing such
requirements on a national basis., We prefer that IPP meet the

?ore stringent requirements now as opposed to changing them
- a-‘tEr -

The draft PSD permit would apparently limit IPP to

0,5 1b/106 Btu of NOy, regardless of coal type, even

though the NSPS for the bituminous coal to be fired is

0.6 1b/10% Btu, (Numerous additional statements were made
regarding how the proposed IPP coal is classified as bitumin-
ous coal and how NSPS 1imits for the coal should be

0.6 1b/10° Btu for NOy. Also, statements were made-
regarding the lack of any state-of-the-art advance in NOy
control since the revised NSPS were promutgated.)

See Response 7a.

There are several adverse operational effects associated with

the low NO, operating modes, including slagging, corrosion

(tube wastage), and reduced operating margin., Individual coals

may have properties which cause the adverse effects, but often .
these effects are difficult to predict before actual .
operations. ’

Slagging potential increases in a reducing atmosphere due to
the Towering of the ash fusion temperature of most coals.
Calculation procedures- used by boiler manufacturers to deter-
mine furnace slagging and fouling potential were uytilized for
two units referred to in the background document for NSPS and
then compared to actual experienced slagging conditions, Also

IP10_003666
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inciuded v
type cocal,

IT -2

caiculatad
Fouling
Coal Tvoe Potential

Hontana Sub-bit., "o Low
(Colstrin I and 7)

Utah 2it. "3"

2s the caicutaticn of slagging potsn
The Tollowing table shows tha

@025

tial Tar IPP
rosulis:
Calcu?ated
Slagging Exparizncad
_Potantiai _Sizgzing

#soderate - Savere

e

Savare Low loderate - Severa
{Huntingicn Janysn’
PP Git ' Hig o VA
As thasz smsnits indicate, the axistino mefhods Tov calcuiating
slagginn netential are inace squate; sven Tor toiiers designad o
Tire the gnais whigh zra re1nq kurned, %ha ancunpt of alaﬂglng
axperisnses is niah, The rmal method %a control zlegging is
to incraasa tha oxCess ogvg_n‘ which in turn #3171 rafse 0y
smissions. Siagging mrobleng gurrerily axist Fov foliers
designed o meef the 0.7 1b/109 3tu H0, 'imitation; Further
probisme of this nature can he oxpectad %6 gegur 35 the }sm1
for Situminoue coal is lewerad to 0.3 18/20% 3tu (naw NSPS)
To achisve a limitatien of 0.7 /107 3iu with “1~uﬁ1no"s
coal, in the ahsance of cperating fata 5 bevand the present
sechnical Timits on tha indusivy.
onse Zs: 528 Dasponss 72, Tha Huntingtcn Canyen uait, cesigrec in the
aarly 70's, oS tasted to avaiule tha certarmancg AT
tangentiaily Tired units firing weslarn situminous coal,
Resuits of the testing showed 0y =missions rznqing vrom Q3
to 0.58 15/107 3ty uith a i0-cay average 57 D040 The .
appiicanle 10, amissions limit for this pilant is 0.7 1h/107?
2ty, iaformation contained in EPA MEPS sackgrsund, Jlocoument
120/2-73-0052a (page 5-7) statas that soma new ourrer tesign
will parmit furnaces o ne maintainea in an oanidizing aviren-
ment and i1 tRus minimize potazntial Tor slagging 2t icow ﬂOx
operaticn.
Commnent T Ancther consideration in evaluating tre side afvacts of oW
A0y operazipon is ip@ peoiantial fov increagsd LorrSsion OF
ube wastage.
Response 22  Sze Rashense o,
Comment i7: Ap evaiuation oF tha air guality impact av the 3tats of Utarn
which inciuded 217 sartisulaty “missien Sournas (inciuding lav
Tavel funitive anisgions waieh sare wot incluged fa the i
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quality analysis conducted by EPA and the IPP contractor)
indicated violations of the PSD Class II increments and the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (MNAAQS) off7 IPP
property. Additional informaticn needed from IPP would enable
better emission estimates to be made which might indicats that
PSD and NAAQS standard would not be violated.

“Respense 1F:  Subsequent to this analysis, IPP previded (via centract with
Stearns-Rager) ravised fugitive emission estimates, These data
were reviewed by EPA and comparsd to PEDCo estimates. EPA
selected the mest rapresentative emission raies Tor each fugi-
tive sourcz {EPA memo dated 5/4/80). These revised emission
ratas were used to recomputa sach sourca's centribution, and
the Tinal cencantration zt =ach receptor on the Utah Valley
Model output was scaled by a Tactor of 0.3572, This modeling
effort assumed that the particulate emissions act as a gas.
Recognizing the fact that the larger particles will not remain
suspended sut will settla out over a distanca, we made osti-
mates of what portion of the fugitive smissfons Trom the coal
storage piles and coal conveying and transfer operations would
settle cut hefore reaching the plant Loundary, The settled out
fraction was deducted from tha modeled concentrations and

‘ showed that the annual TSP Class II increment would not be

\\ viglated. The hackground concentration when added to the cai-

culated increment cancentrations showed that HAAQS will not bhe
threatened.

Conment 2f: Cther major sources such as Martin Marietta must be included in
the modeling t6¢ access compliance with PSD increments and MAACS.

Response 2f:  The VYalley screening technique was used to determine the inter-
action of IPP and Martin Marisetta (Memo {0 Martin iarietta File
dated April 79, 1380), This modeling effort chowed no signifi-
cant impact, and it is highly probable that the combined annual
impact will also »e insignificant.

CONCURRENCES
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Resnonsa 4@

Camment 2q:

Resoonse 202

Canment 2q:

idoz7

ey
=1
L
{="
o

The Lynndyl areaz znd the surrounding zrzas are vital to supply
the consumers in the State of Utah with products such as
fruit, grain, silage, and dairy products. Pollutants from a
nlant the size of IPP would e very detrimental, if not
totaliy danaging, to the araa.

S2e Respenses 15, b, and ic.

Acid rain resulting from the hurning of coal couses severe
damage to crops, streams and lakes hundreds of miles from the
smitting source. The existing cl2an afr standard unich
gaverrs sortain pollutants does not raally give us protaction
against acid rain wnigh is Termed when suifur and ritrogen
oxice =missicns combine with moistura in the stmosphere. It
then T21ls to 2artn as sulfuric zcid and nitric acid in rain,
snow, and dust. Racords show this problem nhas graatly
increased in daw York destrcying soma 170 lakes. Scientists
at the prasant time ars accumulating avidence o7 mounting
damage {rom acid rain toc soil, forasts, crops, 2nd LSuildings.

IPA is concerned about acid vain probisms., Additional
‘nowlzdge and authority 2re aeeded before premer smission
1imits can ~c established to eliminate the probi=zm. Acid rain
archlens have heen observed downwind af scurces Surning hish
sylfur coal with jittle ¢r no emission cortrols. EPA has the
authority unasr the PSD rzguiations to minimize 502 and

N0y zmissions by requiring best avaiiabie control technelogy
(BACT) Tor plants turming low sulfur coal. The 2ACT
requirements in the IPP permit are more stringant than naw
source performance standards (SPSY. 1SPS for SOp would
require 70 cercent control for the IPP nlant while BACT

requires 20 percent control JISPS 7or H0y would 21low

0.5 1bs/10P 3ty whila 3ACT for IPP vequires 0,35 19s/109
atu.

The sita tor constructicn and cperation o the T,000 megawat=
IPP niant near Lynndvl was proposed Zisregarding tha fact ihat
it would pollute an zrea ideaily suited vor agriculture, The
alternative site in dayna County is not a suitapia agricul-
tural area sut coes have the coal zrd water nesdsd vor the
nlant without denriving an agricuitfural area of watar necas-

sary to procuce crops. A1l of these pius factors were ignorac
Ter the Wayne County site. This site was rejecteq because
pollution would affect “he Class I air quality 2t Capitol Reat

~

Maticnal Park 7or only 2 to 34 days nar gear,
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Response 3g:

Comment h:

Responsa ths

dozs

11 - 11

See Reponse 1b, 2b, and ic. The Wayne County site indicated
orablems in complying with the PSD ra2gulations. IPP and the

tate of Utah decided no significant pollution is anticipated
at the Lynndyl site.

Region VIII perscnnel referred to the statement in the pre-
amble to the propcsed NOy standards that high~suifur eastern
coal generally causes more savere tuta wastage than Yow-sulfur
western coal, 43 Fed. Reg, 42171 (1978). This language, it
was suggested, may support the conclusicn that sulfur content
should determine the NOy 1imit and that, therefore, those
using jow-sulfur western bituminous ccals should meet a 0.5
ibs/i08 3tu 1imit. We do not telieye it would ta proper Vor
the R2gion to reach such a conclusicn. A summary Jf the
reasons provided in the Hunton znd Hiliiams Tatter dated April
17, 1780, are as follows: '

1) EPA astabiished the standards on the basis of coal
classification (hituminous vs. subbitiminous) 2nd not cn
sulfur content.

{2) The iPP range of coal gquality has oroperties similar to
some eastern coals that were considared by EPA in
Formulating.ihe stondards. They 4id not separate the
standards on the tasis of sulfur content.

—
(2
-~

%iven the absenca of new information supparting lower
N0y limits on low sulfur dituminous aoals, Reaion VIII
must cdefine SACT as 0.5 1bs/108 Btu fTor nituminous
coais. '

{8)  Compliance with a NOy emission 1imit more stringent
than the recently adoptad NSPS Timits could introduce
corrosicn, slagging, and other probiems.

The references raferred to by Region VIII personne] were the
preambls to the final H0y new source performance standards

(44 Fad. Reg, 33586 and 32587 on June 11, 197¢) and th back-
ground information document for proposed M)y amissien
standards {EPA-450/2-73-008a dated 'Guly 1978). A reading of
the two pages in the preambls clearly states the reason why &
0.5 1bs/10t Btu emission 1imit was not astablished for both
Situminous -and subbituminous coals. The following statements
are extracted from the preamble: "The severity of tuba
wastage is believed to vary with several factors, but
aspecially with the sulfur content of the c£oal Surned." “. . .
the cembusticn of high-suifur bitumincus coal appears o
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i aggravate tube wasiage, particuiarly if it is hurned in a
raducing ztmosphara, i "*kus, some concarn still exists aver
potentially greater .fube wastage during iow-NOy operations
when h1ﬁh-=u1fur coals are burned. Since bituminous coals
of*en have hign-suifur contents, tha Administrator has estab-
jghae 2 special =mission limit for bituminous coals to reduce
the nctential for increased tube wastage during low-ii0y
sperztion, ", ., , CE has stated that it would guarantee its
new boilers, when equinped with averfire air, 10 aci hieve the
D.5 Ths/l0® 3ty neat 1an* Timit without tube wastage ratas
: when eastern Situminous coals are hurned." “N&W has notad in
' several recent technical oﬂoﬂws that 5 new ?ow-emissicn
i hurners allcw tha furnace te b2 maintajnea in an 0215 zing

, atmosphera, *herenv raducing N'e Doteﬂt al for Lube wastags
: when nigh=3ulfur bitymineus coais are Surned,” Sae

: - Qesgonsp 7a Tor additional jusitificaticn of the .35 M0y

: Timit.

! Comment 2h: ?cme racommended 1anguage was suggested 10 nodw.v cendition
. [~ :., AL

: [5) in the propesed parmit. Under the terms of the recom-

; mendad charges snd sther conditions in the draft ‘mormit, IPP
cannot minrn 2 coal which weuld he incompatible with the air
nolluficn contral aqu‘pnant or the azmission rates. IPP must
provide the foal quaiity data as indicted in the draft permit
conditions, as wall as the coal quality specification range

. \ Tor the air nailuticn controd =qu1mﬂﬂnu, as 1t hecemes

't \ ' availabie.

Resco%sa ahs  Condition (3) in the final permit was modifiad to alleviate
| IPP's cancerns hut will dnsure EPA's approvai of the control
. squipmant <esign nrior <0 en-site construction of majer
: squipnent.

Comnent 2h: Irp ﬂa‘ntains +hat the CEM rampiremants 2s gontained in
appendix TiI are more resitic t1ve than 04 requirements in the
new scurce performance standards (NSPS), Ssetion 182 of the
Clean Afr Act permits ZPA to set amission iimits more strin-
sant than applicable NSPS wnen it s justified by signiticant
new infermation or dEV“lObﬂEﬂta in rcnt*o' tachnoiou" capa-
Bilities. The Administ{rator's setermimaticn as to the amount
of monitorirg which can reaseonable fe required of a scurce is
not subject t“ the exception in sectien 182, Thne 1A5PS rule-
making revincts the amount of monitering whicn The Hgnrry may
reascnable raqujra-

2espcnsa 3h:  See Response Ad.  Appencixz Il rsquirements {nclude monitor
. availability Simitations w"uc'1 ara ast mora rastrictive than
HSPS Lecause of the provisions under wnicn poor data availa-
5ility may he axcused sy the Acminisirztor. EPA belisves that
appendix 3111 nrovides clarifications %o the d*PS requirements
which @il ferve 1o auarantze their anforceddilil

v g

‘\
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Comment 4h;

Response ULH

Comment Shr

Response thi

Camment 5he

Resnonse on:

Comment 7h:

\

Response 7h:
Comment 8h:

Response Bn:

Comment She

I1 - 13

At the Aprii 10, 1980, meeting, it was generally agrsed that
the term "production weighted averaga" should be stricken
wheraver it appears in appendix II1 and replaced with the term
varithmetic average." Alsa, that the final sentence of
£0.46{a)(g) should be stricken.

Condition {4) was modified to eliminate the production
weighted averages from appendix III Tor the IPP vermit and the
final sentence of 50.445(a)(g) was removed,

30.12(2){4) should be expanded to afford procedurss for use in
the avent of a negative determination by the Administrator.

ZPA has incorporzted language to accemodate IPP's concerns.

do reference is made yegarding the inclusion of soot blowing
during the Reference Method sourca test of USPS. It should
not' te required until the EPA Administrator has doaveioped 2
position on how it should be handled,

£PA has established a technique for including soot blowing
during sourcs testing and it js to Se epplied during all
performance fasts,

A performanca test as defined %y the NSPS is a 30-day rolling
average. Appendix [II requires that all performance tests be
run 2t or zbove a0 parcent of maximum preducticn which
conflicts with WSPS and makes no sense from 2 practical
standpoint.

Appendix 111 was modified to correct this problem,

HSPS allow calcuiational procedures ta be used to determine
compliance with emission iimits when less than 100 percent of
the data which couid be collected is availabie. HSPS permit
use of continuous monitor and reference method test data in
performing these calculational procedures, Appendix 111 would
orovice that reference method tosts could be used anly o
demonstrate emission levels during the actual period of the
est {20.8(¢)).

Tha use »f reference method tasts in the permit ic 2llowed to
augnent the required CEM data as provided For in NSPS. Use of
referance method testing for ccmpliance ca2n only be valid for
the periods of testing due %o lecad and control efficiency
fluctuations normally expected during such periods.

The monitor avaiiability requiraments in appendix III are not
consistent with provisions in HSPS regquiations, To the extant
that appendix Il ragquirements are inconsiztant with NSPS,

" they should ba changes or celeted.

IP10_003672
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Response 3h:

Comment 10h:

Response iln:

..l

Il - L

CEM averaging requirements are consistent with the 30-day
requirements in NSPS primarily because operators acting in
good fzith can te excused if poor instrument availability can
be documented to have been caused by conditions beyond the
operator's control. If CEM equipment is designed and operated
to attain 53 percent availability monthly, it will achieve
much graster availability for Tonger averzging times
(quarterly and annually). Ses Response 6d.

EPA's intended use of significant digits in the emission
Timits by adding & zero as the final digit could be accom-
plished more clearly by adding the vhrass “"not to be excoedad®
to the speciTied emission limits.

The addition of a zero o the emission Timits {s done fa
indicate that permissible emissions sre those below the stated
Iimit, This is cocnsistent with the EPA unforcsment policy.

o3
L
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Commantor iio.

a

Commentor

James H. Anthony
Intermountain Power Projsct

Jana Whalen
Southwests Resource Council

Lionel E. Weeks, M.D.

F. William Browneitl
Hunton end Williams

Lowell L. Smith and David A. 3aker
VB for PP

Alvin £. Rickers
Utah Division oF Environmental dealth

193 la%ters tTrom the general public

Henry 4. ilickel
Hunton and YWilliams

Wiz

Date

1-~10-80
1-15-80

1-14.80

4-01-80
a.01-80
2.14-80

4-10/4-17-80
4-17-30
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APPENDIX III

Continucus Emission Menitdring (CEM) Revision 1o 40 CFR Part 60

Subparts A and Da, and Appendix B for

Direct Determination of Compiiance Status with PSD Permits
Applicable to Fossil Fuel-Fired Steam Genarators

80.1 Expand to include:

(a)

£0.7(a)(5)
EOJX(C)
\

60.i(C)(1)

For purposes of this PSD permit, the existing provi-
sicns of 40 CFR Part &C, Subpart Da (FR Vael. 44,

No. 113, nps. 335880 - 22524, June 11, 1979) are
spplicabiz, as well as all General Provisions under 49
CFR S0, and the provisions of 40 CFR, Part §0,
appendix B, as amended, (FR Vol 40 Mo. 194, pps 46240
- 46271, Octobar 65, 1875). <Certain portions of these

ho33

provigions are modified and appiicable to the facility

affectad hy this 28D permit. These modifications
include: (1) deletions, (2) replacement, and (3)
expansion of portions of the existing provisions of 40
CFR, Part 60, subparts A and Da, a2nd appendix &.

Delete “30% and insert "45",

Add at end, “unless otherwise approved or changed hy
the Administrator." -

" Add at :ends "The magnitude of all emissions and

parameters as vequired as defined in 40 CFR 60,
Subpart Da, shail be raported in a summary form by
cause and range of ‘magnitude above the appiicable
emission limitations of this permit, beginning at
midnight, the {irst day of each calendar quarter, as
given in Table II.. A more detailed and comprenensive
format:for report of other informaticn wili be made
available upon request. Range Z 1s to be used when
systems have negative bias as demonstrated during any
parformance specification test under 50.13. Violations
of any 30-day requirement will be listed for each day
when the requirement was not met."

50.7(c) Expand to include:

(C)(S)

The weekly average of szven daily zero and caiibration
drift walues for gach week of the quarter for each
calibration point ‘(zero and upscale) for sach monitor
required under Subpart Da, as computed according to
paragraph 7.2.4, g§pecification 2, of appendix B,

part 80. ‘ '

Date, :time and initial celibration values of each
requivad calibration adjustment made ca any monitor
unit during the guartar, inciuding any time which the
aonitor was removed or otherwise inoperzdls for 2ny

vasenn  inctiddinng veacan why
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{c)(7) The cate and results summary of 2ach performance or other
evaluationof any portion of the menitoring system during
the quarter.

{¢)(8) The percent (%) of on~line availability time by week for
zach modular unit (the total 2quipment necessary to deter-
mine the value of a single emission paicameter, -

e.q. NOy-ppm) under $50.13(e)(d), 50.47 a(f), and 50.40a
and as required in the applicable subpart, ds wail as a
description of down time under £0.7(c)(3} and tabie III.

'cY{3) A1) conversion values used to derive the 24-hour and/or

30-day smissions e¢r percent reduction for S0y and MOy,
; ‘ Wnich inciuda, but are net Timitad to:  tumperature and/or
' velocity or volumetric flow rate of stack gases, diluent,
moisture, ppm, 109 3tu per hour (from heat rate curve),
and megawatt producticn,

(¢)(10) The production~weiqghted average daily (24 hour) =missions
Tor 50z and M)y Tor each hoiler cperating cay o7 the
quariar.

-
].J
}-—L

g

The production-weighted average percent raduction {502
anly} and emissions of 5Dp and MGy Tor the I

consecutive boiler-orerating days pricr 0 each day of the
\ reporting quarier.

. (¢){i2) Other information zs included in the format for the Excess
- Emission Raport {FER), %abie I of this paragraph, as per

i instructions of Tab A. Additicnal Tormat muicance fis
available upon raquest.

, 80.7{4) Expand to include after “inspection.” in line i4: “"The file shall
4 WU p
\ also inciucda a record of:

{

. The weekly (specify as received or as firad composites)
zverage Stu per pound and average suifur and ash content of
coal axpressed as pounds of sulfur {or ash) per million
3tu, including assumptions for later pyrite rejsction and
hottom ash removal. Sampling and =nalysis shall he done in
accordance with acceptabla metheds vrescribed hy ASTM.

\
)

(2) A1l cenversion values usad to derive the 22.nour and 30-day
values for 509 and 10y, which inciude, tut sre not
Timited to: feomprrature and/or veiccity or volymetric viow
rate of stack gases. diluent, maisture, ppom, 10% Btu per
noyr {(from heat rate curve), and meqawati oroduction,”
50.7 (] ¢ inciude: *"A11 2xcess =missions in Magnitude

and ¢
{apacity enly), D, and £ shall be reported to the Adninis-
hin ¢

o

‘e
I
<
o
T
3
L
bel]
.rl'

angas £
tesnty cne (21) davs according 1o the orocedures of
ion. Opacitv sxesssas nzag ot e includad unigss Shev
swad Tor &t laast tweive (12) minuies.”
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50.8(a)

60.8(b)

§0.8(¢)

60.8(d)

III1 -3

Expand to include: = -

(f) When the system output in units of the standard 1s docu-
mented to have any negative bias during any series of
test(s) done under G0.13, then a1l values egual to or
greater than 80 percent of the applicable emission limita-
tion of this permit shall be reparted under 6£G.7(c){1).
This shall be done with a designation cf "Range I", as on
table I. The reviewing agency will then take into account
the document bias (negative and positive) of the system,
and avaluate compliance accordingly.

fq) Quartarly reports shouid be submitted on magnetic tape and
in a format approved by the Adminisiretor fo the maximum
extent pessible.

Delete antire paragraph and insert: "Within 180 days after achiev-
ing the maximum producticn rate at which the 7acility will be oper-
ated, but not later than 180 days after the first date which the
facility supplies 2lectrical power to the grid on a cormercial
hasis, and at sucl other times as may be required by the Adminis-
trator under the Act, the owner or operator of such facility shall
complete performance test(s), described in 50.46a, demonstrating
compliance of the faciiity with the applicabie amisston limitations
of this permit. A written report of the results of such perform-
ance test(s) shall be furnished to the Adninistrator within 60 days
of the commencement of such test(s)."

txpand at end to include: "Continuous monitoring shall be used for
compliance with S0y and M0y emission limits, and may be used

for compliance with opacity 1imits, At least four (4) runs,

2 hours each, shall be conducted for compiiance with particulate
Timitations.

Delete from line 2: "under such" and insert "3t or above 90 per-
cent of maximum producticn, basad on megawatt hours, or at other’.

Delete "20" and insert “45." Expand at end io includet "For
particulate tests, two {2) runs of the four (4) shall include at
least one (1) hour of soot blowing of the air preheaters (unless
continuous soot blowing is normally empioyed, and 2mployed during
each test, The average amission shall be calculzted tased on the
proper ratio of normal operating time Tor the goot biowing and

non-soot hlowing.*

Expand to include:

{e)(5) "For purposes of efficiently and expeditiously facilitating
the tasts, on~site analysis, results calculation, and
preliminary reporting of S0p emissicns during all certi-
ficatien or performance tests under %0.3(a) and #0.13{c}

- unless demonsirataed 30 days ia acvancz $s ha an unpecessary
nardshin. Previcus nistory oF procacuyras coes net consti-
tute hardship."

IP10_003677
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50.13(c)

0.:

-

3ibi

{

Ii11 - &

(3} Any reference mathod, manual-type test conducted under this
section shall be used only to demonstrate emissicn Tevels
during the actual period of the test.

Delete entire paragraph and insert: “(2) Compiiance with particu-
Jate emission Timits shall be performance tesis under 50.8.
Compliance with all SOy and NOy emission limits shail ba the
contirusus emission monitoring (CEM) system instalied and certified
under §0.123. Emission limits for opacity shall be continucusly
evaluated for compliance using CEM data, Compiiance with percent
reduction requirements for S02 may be “2sed on combined data from
CZM and fuel monitoring.”

After "oricrt, deieta “to congucting performance tesis under
£0,3."%, and insert, ":o tha day which the facility achisves maximum
production rate and the day which the facility operatas or a com-

mercial Sasis.”

Delete, “or within 30 days thereaftar.' Also inciude in line 2
after “50 days thereof": "after the commencament of such
avaluation unless otherwise approved by the Administrater.”

fe}(1) Insert after “appendixz B": "as rgvised harain {or the
purpcses of this pemmit and at the production load 2s
specified under 50.8{c¢)." /

{¢Y(2) Expand at gnd to include: "Continuous emission monitoring
systems listed within this paragraph shall b re-aevaluated
at least once during any 12 calendar menths in accordance
and demonstrate acceptability with the requirements and
crocadures: for determination of zero and calibration drift
{2-hour and 24-heur), aceuracy error, and calibration erreor
of measurements contained in the applicable perfarmance
specification of appendix B, 35 vevised for this permit, or
as prescrited ty the Administrator. Reporting.shall he
according to 80.13(¢}."

Deleta from line 1, "check” and insert "shail Jetermine the
guantitative vajuas for both".

(d){1) Dalete "as near the probe 3s is practical." and ipsari "at
least at the root of tha probe, uniess ostherwise approved
oy the Acministrator.” : :

Delate the entire second sentence beginning on line 3.

Delete the entire fourth and Tifth sentencas beginning nn
lires 14 and 20, Seginning with “Every six. . ." and “The
gases. . ." respectively, and insert in place: "Each span
and zero gas cylinder or c2il used in any monitoring system
zhall b2 initially snalyzed not mere than six {£) months
arigr T3 usa in accordance with EPA Pratocsi lumber One Tor
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Expand at

(a}(4)

-system components as a unit:

Il - 5

certifying values in compressed gas cylinders. This proto~
col requires specitic traceability to MBS Standard
Reference Materials {SRM's) and s available From EPA upon
request, The owner or cperator shall suppiy to the Admin-
istrater within 21 days of the commencement of use or such
cylinder(s) or cell{s), verification and certification
using specific EPA protecol. The owner or operator of an
affected facility shall provide the Administrator 30 days
prior notice of such an analysis of replacement gas sup-
nlias o afford the Administrator ihe opportunity o have
an chiarvar nmrasent.”

and to include:

Zach monitor modular unit (i.e., 2ach of the following
Opacity, 50-, i0y,

diluent, and data hkeandling units) o7 a continuous amission
monitoring system as required under 70.13 2nd £0.47a shal}
attain a minimal annual {the four gquariers 57 & calendar
vear) on-line availability time o7 3% porcent znd a minimal
quarterly availability time of 75 percent Tor each indi-
vidual quarter, Should any given yearly or guarterly
aveilability time for any nivan/moniior medule unit(s) drop
below these respective: 1imits, the owner o+ cperator shali,
within 40 days {unisss owner c¢an demonstrate that late
calivery wis bayond his cantral) of the ond of the First
unexcused year or quarter in questisn, cause %o he daliv-
gred to the Tacility site cperable, factury tasted and
cempatible monitor modula{s) (entirs ccmoonent unit) able
to replace the monitor medule unit(s} which had unaccept-
abie avaiiability times, unless the ovner or Cperater can
document and excuse the unaccentahls performance o the
satisfacticn of the Asninistrazor, within tnirty (30) cal-
andar days of the end of such waar or guartar, 1s provided

for in #0.12(a)}{8){i1).

(e)(a)(1) The cata reportad under the previsions o7 £0.40 alc) shall

‘a

Ve

Way(ii)

not be cauhted for ourposas &f showing compliance with
(2Y{4} abova.

Documentation of such 2n axcuse s7ald ingiuyce atd
(1) of the following znd shall & susmitloz in wr
including all supperiing document

12ast cne
iting,

1. That thka raasen 7or the poor speciiic availability
time kad not caused another ovavigus occurrence of
unaccepitable avaiiability within tha last wo
years, and the rasen vor fh2 pariic '
anavailability ia aquestion wiil "o p
the Fuiurz fy 2 wors sfiectiv

b alks

TAvaEnLoTy Brogrim, o

nanca/narts

IP10_003679
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2. That the entire system is once again Tully opérab]e
and has -been Tor at least 7 continuous days immedi-

@o3s

ataiy pricr to the report, and parts {as applicable)

which had failed are in stock at the facility, or

3. The excused period of unacceptable availabilily is a
period during which the provisions of 50.12(e){4) were
not met primarily because 2 compgonent or modular unit
of the monitoring system had maifunctioned, and this
malfunction could not have reasonably “aan anticipated
by the cwner or operator to nave oceurrsd, An occur-
rance o a malfunction which could not “ave reasonzbly
meon snticipated to eccur i3 a conditien oF improper
operation of the comperent or modular unit which (§n
vigw of the past expsriznces of aither the vendor or
the cperator in oparating such =quipmant of the spec-
ific tyne) had not sccurred with enough freduency in
the past, such that an operator in cempliance with the
arovisions of 50.13{e)!2) of this paragraph could have

taken the nacessery steps (parts 1nvantory, vendor

delivery, and/or fraine¢ naintgnanca personnel, 2%c.)
o be able to resolve such 2 malfunction condition and
orovide systam avaiiability times as providad for in

70.,13(2)(31) above. A condition of impropar operati
for which the vendor normally, {3) stocks necessary

on

repair parts, etc, {b) itamizes such necessary paris
on any suggestad parts inventory 1ist for the user, or
{c) suggests periodic praventive maintenance checxs in
order to check Tor such imprcoper gperation, will be a
condition wnich couid have haen reascnadbiy anticipatec
by the owner or gperator, and therafere, will not he

LXcusad.

Availability time may b2 recalculatad by the Acminisirater
after excluding any unavailability veriod{s), =2icused uncer

this section,

dithin 30 Jdays after the Administrator noiivias the owner
or operator fusing reports subnmitizd under “0.7}) that two
non-overiapping periods of unexcused, unacceptabla system

availability (ysarly, guartsrly, ¢r combinaticn) have

occurred, and the provisions of A0,12{e)(4) have not heen
met, then the owner or operator shall install, calibrate,

operate, maintain, and report =mission data using the

second compatible module unit(s) then on the Tacility site,

delivered under 50.13(2)(4), unless the cendition under

50,.13(e}(4)(i{){2) is documentad by tha cwner ¢r operator

within 30 days ef the and of the y2ar or quarter 10 be
appiicabiae, ‘

J4ithin 30 days of the date or installation wdz ctia
70.12(e}(5), the cwnar or operzior of fhe officiad TICT
sh21l comniste 3 full narformance vainaiign o7 Lha end

IP10_003680
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' 30.13(h)

50.41a

50.43a(a)
: (2)

é?.43a(a)

£0.43a(g)

60.45a(e}

§0.452(7)

I - 7

continuous monitoring systém for that pollutant under 60.13(c)
as revised herein, showing acceptability of the svstem in
question according to appendix B as revised for this permit,
unless the module unit in question was the data handling unit
alone. Within 30 days of the commencement of such evaluations
tests, the owner or operator shall furnish to the Administra-
tor a minimim of two copies of a complete written report of
such evaluation and test conducted above, demonstrating
accentability of the system according to 50,13 as amended
herein. If the pérformance of any other module unit is
affected by the unit in guestion, then these other unit(s)
shall ba reevzluated as well.

in the third sentence after “. . . opacity®, insert the vallowing
"and fuel monitoring",

At the end, delete the definiticn of Boiler Operating Day. . .

‘and indert after "period during which*, the following: “the

faciiity produced at lszast 30% of the maximum electrical power
which is possible when operating at maximum producticn vor
ed4 continugus hours."

Delete “30" and insert "10", and delete *70% and insert "20".

.,‘
Expand to include: "(3)65 ng/J(0.130 15/miiiion Stu) heat input,
hased cn the production-weighted sverage emissicns of any
30 consecutive boiler operating davs."

Insert after “under™ in line 3, "00.43a(a){1) and-(a)(E) of",

Insert at end: “Compliance with the emissien limitation under
60.43a{a) of this saction is determined by caicuiating the
production-weighted average emissions for any averaging period from
the individual hourly values, for each hour Zuring which production
was maintained.

insert after “50.43a%, "(a){l) and {z)(2}"., and inseri au and:
"Compliance with ail requirements under 50.43a shall te as provided
for under £0.43a(a)(g)".

Insert after 150.43a2", “fa)}{l) and {a){2)".

In the third {last) sentence, delete "first" ond insert "last";
also, deleta “A0" and insert "150%; and delete “initial startup of
the Tacility," and insert: "the first date which the Taciiity
supplies electrical power to the electrical grid sysiem o0n a
comercial basis, On each of the 30 successive boiler operating
days of the zhove nerformance tests, the faciiity shall demonsirate
compliance with the limitations under 50.43a(a}(3}."

IP10_003681
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60.46a(g)

60.46a

80.47a(T)

\
\
\

50.47a(g)

I11 - 8

Insert after “Compliance”, "with the requirements of 60.43a(a)(1)
and (a)(2)"; also delete, “arithmetic" and insert,
"production-weighted,™ and insert at end: “Compiiance with the
limitations of 60.43a(a}(3) is based e¢n the production-weighted
average of all individual hourly values for 2 giver calendar day,
during which producticn was maintained.®

Expand to incliude: "(i): The method of caicuiating the emission
values for tha requirsments under (50.43a, and 60.44a and other
applicable, pravisions of this permit shall be the F-factor method,
as related to production level (megawatts). The heat rate curve
will ba verified and may be revised by EPA in reviewing plant
aroguction and fuel records during the first 24 months of normal
operation according to c¢gal quality and productien. Calculations
are mace using the individual values, properly weighting these
values, relative to the production Jevel at the time when the value
was racorded.”

After *{h), (c)¥, insert "(j},".

Expand at end to include: “In addition, tha avaiiahiliiy reguire-
ments under £0.13{(2}(d)-{g) will also he met,”

In the Tirst sentance., line 5, delete "will" and ingert, "may, for
the purposes of meeting the availability requirsnents under
60.13(e)(4)-{6),". Also expand 2t end to include: ", or were data
as necessary o meet the conditions of this permit.”

Expand at end to include: “If this amount or datz (53%) is not
coliected for each 30 successive hHoiler~cperating days, using
either the provisions of this varagraph or cther methods acceptabie
to the Administrator, then the owner or cperator shall not be
considered in cempliance with this saction. The provisions of
60,13(e)(4) do not apply teo these data requirsments under
50.47a(f)."

cxpand at and to include: “The L-hour zveragss used to calculate
emission rates under 20,43al2)(3) as specified in £0.46a(yg) are
expressed in pounds per miilion Btu heat input, which are then
arithmetically averaged for each production hour for a specific
day."

Delete "will" end insert “may”.

Insert after "nitrcgen oxides": “or EPA Profacoi iiumber One“.

Delete "(B)" and insert "{i)".

@040
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£0.47a{1) u-1eta the womainder of the sentence Tolilewing: . the outlat
(3) of the sulfur dicxids-contral dayice 15" and insert afier: 'deviece

is,“ the ?011 wing: 280 apm, proas ptherwise specifiad by iLhe

Administrator.”

20.27a Sxpancé at and to inciuce:
(3): The cwner or cperator of &n affacted Tacitity shail install,
calibrate, maintain, znd operate coniinuous $o1.u0r1ng systems, and
=ecord the cutpui of the systams, Jor determinina 1) The total
smount of alectrical pewer (¥WH) produced & zch ncur of =ach dayi
2Y  the zpoproximats sﬂaunt {not nechs=ar11v a measuyrement value) of
~o14t“re in the gtaek, 3f moisture is added to the system aftaer the
acencmizar; 3Y the ta‘ volumeitric flow rate of gac %o the

. atmospher: : Thic 1a/ -2 relatdd to the design (or fPA-ver: T'.d)
seat rate cﬂrvﬂ ing =he FPA F-flactor 2nd tisd tz zra sroguction
aenitor a.c tating into accdunt =smperature, sressura2, and

| 2xeass iir.

30.48a(3) Delstsr MIGZOFY and inserii T(320CF 3,
i

50.452{c' Insert in The first santence sfter “50.472", iha Vollowing: ‘and
S0.107e, s s 4L L L 30 succﬁ='~~n =oiizr <perating days”,

\ the ¥ollowings  "or iF the veggiremenis o 0, 1302)(2)-(3) ara nol

\ met soiely by the CEH system,’

: nepformianca Specification T - 50p and MOy Stack -onizors

3.1 Delsta: ‘roncentratien®, aad fasert in place: "amissien i ounits
of the stard ard."

3.1.3 Insert after “apits,t ter amispicns in anifis of the standard.”

3.3 Aelata: "eoncantriticn® {eem [iinzs 4 and 3, nd fnsart “omission®
in beth niaces.

2,9 Insern ‘ft ar "yall" s zatermined Sy Method Goor 7 “asting or 28

] -l
approved by the Adminisirator.’
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: 2.10 conditioning Pericd., A minimup period of iime, as noted in
£0.13(5) (L), prier to the serformance tasts of §0.8 and 60.13(c)

curing which the enfire continpous mondtoring systen shall be

aperated accerding to paragraph 5.2,1, of this specification.”

e mmp——— T

3.0 Tanle 2-1 of paragraph £ is wayisad I deietz nceuracy specifica-
ciud

siop nunber 1 oand in

20 pct {zbsoiute vaiue!

he mean amission value of the
refarance method test cata.

1.a.  Lombined Accuracy “rrer

; and Pracisicn VTGl aeearoee

-4

TRV R A S5 B ! oonTinonis < 10 2¢T ‘hbsoiute yaluel of
Ot S DU Tha mean caission yatw: &
%

v
-
L
(<4
—t
-
s
bt}
4
]
ad
)
3

earts  “This il sa%
an the operational Ta2st aaricd, nd
astsg, under aaragraoh 5.2.%

el
vi
pC
]
H
u
ot
-t
)
v 2
o -
[
=
=
::_ El
i
et

1ate tha genizncal
2", 2na 3
wmegiutz valu

ipn values 1in umd
afF =he gean raTars
»ad 33 the ahsoiud
~ean withmet?
£ua gTdndard}, IXOrE
nd vaiuz,

M
axpressad &5 2P hed value.
Pracision Arrer

conticance interv

-t D

cl
]

ava

[ ]
H

i
- - -
.ZG A & -

mn

Tiqura “-2, “accuracy ‘and|arecision
yised marain, 2ccerding po :

7 een zxpand 2t ons %0 includer | "The =ntive consinuous scnisaring sYstaT
CThall perform and meef alll specification oF aaraqrapn 3 within ihe
. " s . N . - - - : T - ¢ nins t
raquiras time Vimitagion ar 20.2(a), 0.i2{ct, 2nd A, 130e 0.

.
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TABLE I

QUARTERLY EXCESS EMISSIONS. REPQORT (EZR)
For Fo$sil FUelL-Tired Steam Generators, oubpart D
Format for Sourcss iz Regien VIII*
Minimum Requirements Under Section 60.7 (See Tab A)

Part 1. This report includes all the required information -
under section 60.7 for:

a, Quarterly emission reporting period ending: (ecircle one)
Mar. 31 June 30 Sept. 30 Dec, 351

vo —e- - B. Reporting year:

wewme o~ Ce. Reporting date:

.- ... 4. Person chbmpleting report:

- o . . @, Station name:
e e . £.. Plant location: f )
\ _ .
\ g. Person responsible for veview znd
. \ - integrity of raport:

h, Mailing address Zor persom in l-g above!

i, Phone cumber for l-g, abave:

Part 2. Instrumen: Ianformation: Completz for each instrument:
a. Monitor type (circle one):
Opacity S0z WO, 0O COg
e e e Be Manufacturzer:

C. Model no.:

2ri

L
®
|-—l

‘p‘
-
n

30,1

e, Inegtallaztion dazte:

‘"
]
1
4
3
]

{
[ ]
I
L¥]
.
4

Excess smissicns (boy pollutant)

*

-

r dijuent menica

Use Table II: Do not ccmplete 7o rg; attach
senarare narrative fer instructions. Usa forme: of Table II
far ¢omputar-oroducad reseris, Also, inetude grther inTorZatich

-

as rezauiresd under €5.7. -

IP10_003687
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Table I (Continued)
Part 4. Comversion factors (2s app's'ica.blg far scecific sysiams)
- 2. Diluent measured (0z or CO2)
. b. ?-Factor value used “
i. Published or develcped:
ii, F, Fg, or Fw .
C.._ Basis for gas measurement @ata (wet or 4ry)
d. Zero and Cal values used, Sy ipstrument:
Opacity(i}. S02(ppm) Nox(ppm) Diluent (% ot ppE -
"L cirele one)
leto h
—— e . Cal ]
Part g\ Continuous Monitoring Syatem-éperatién failures
t See Tazble III: Conplete one SPEE for each monitor,
ineluding diluent: attach sepzrate narrative per
instructions.
vart 6., Certification of rveport integrity, by Tersen in 1-g,
abave: :
TRIS. IS 10 CERTIFY. THAT TO JE RSZT OF MY XNCWLEZGEZ, - . .
THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THE ABOVE REPCRT I .
CCMPLETE AND ACCURATE.
M o P e A i
SIGNATURE .
TiTLE R
GATE
*Suggested. rormat for Subpart O and Dz saurcs§ in: Colorado, “Montana, lorth Dakoea,

Seuth Dakets, Utan, Jvor.rg

IP10_003688



| |

07/07/99 WED 13:32 FAX 1435 864 8670

'y i [ [ - - et et - — . ona —_
) III-lS Rev. 5/80
TABLE- 11 - Excess Imissions SimarY oy waek O
opacITy: Weex @ pay @ Limit
~  Mumber of L
Excess Emissicn Percent of 6-Mimite Perl
Range Cateqory Emission Limit " During Day Reasctt Ccdes@ |
Y ©100-125
B 126~150
c® 151-173
i @ 176-225
EQ > 228
05 Week @ Limit
Number of
Excess Emission Percent orf 24 -Hour Periodé e O
Range Category Emission Limit During Yeek Reason Coces
S zGD. 80-100
! A 101-108
R 109-120
e 121-138
. D% 136-133
_ > 153
" Nog: \ Week ® Limit ;
\ -
\ : Number of
Excess Emission Percant of: 24 -Hour Per:.c:‘b o)
-Range Categery Emission Limit ___g_”i__ Reascn Ccdes
1@ 80-100
A 101-108"
. - 109-120
N SJ 121-13%
T @ 136-155
L EQ. . > 153 :
(D Sormat to be used in automatic data.-hamlmg systems;.
@ A__-, dpfimai 1o 40 CFR QU 0a.”
(® List in descending ovder the four most ::*eque.r. codes, oy mumber, Zailowed
in parentheses Dy the mumber of occurrences 0F the rsasom.
@ To ke reported Dy systems with negative bias In scouwracy {not .,r_:‘;:.';
a*sc.‘.'..:s valug), a5 :::':.:"art“ waer 80.13; s=2e2 AQ.7.
@ 7o be *et:cned vitiin twent‘y-oue (21) caleudar days under 60.7(e)
@ 3egin Simcay meTnitly &% micmighe; list dats of the-fumdzy stamilng the wasn.
() List the dey of cthe week; e.g., Tuesday.. '
Addis 1oa1 invermation raquirad under €G.7,20.13, and 63.4%2 shail Ee
supolisd in a Tormat aczaotable to the Administra

ar,

o47
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.4

TABLE 1T

Continuous Monitoring System Operation Failures.‘

Time# Effect on
Date From -~ Teo Instrument Instrument Qutout

# Attach narrative ¢ causes, etc.

e ————————————————— S, ]
IP10_003690
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111-17
TAB A
Instouctions ~or Compféting the Qu&rte;ly
Excess Emissions Repert (EER) for Fossil
Fuel Fired Steam Generators

Complete a separate report for each instTument installed
under Part 60, Subpart Da (Table I)

Complete Part 1, as shown--be sure to check the reporting
period. Indicate address and phone number ¢f person(s)

‘responsible for report validiry.

Submit information in Part 2, Subparts (a)-(e) for each
instrument. —

Use Table I1 = ' 7 as a guideline in Part 3 to rteport all
excess emissions as defined in applicable subpart.  Revort all
excess emissions. Sequential numbering ¢of each excess
emission is recommended. On a separate sheet of paper,
indicate in narritive form for each excess emission (Dby
excess emission number): (1) nature and cause, (2) time

and duration, and (3) the action taken to Temedy the condi-
tion of excess emissions. If no excess emissions occur
during the quarter, you must so s5tate. '

. Use Reason Codes if done

automatically.

Complete Part 4 for each monitor except diluent. Stage the
value and type of F-factor used, e.g., F-9820 ds¢f/10° BTU.
State whether you used the published value or developed
your own value from ultimate fuel analysas. State the pro-
cedure you used for developing tiais F-facter; you may obtain
a guideline for this by contacting Jomn Floyd, ZPA, Regien
VIII, Denver, (303) 837-4261., Indicate the basis Ior the
data--dry or wet (actual stack) conditions--Zfor both thea
pollutant and diluent monitors. List the values used

during the quartar for your zere and calibration poimt
checks on each instrument.

Use Table III as 2 guide in Part 5 to list the times, cura-
tions, and effect on data, of 211 system upsets or mal-
functions. Use a seaparate sheet to explain in a aarrative
form the detajiled nzture and extent ¢F prodblems, repairs,
and/or adjustments comnected with these system failures,
as well as the action taken to retura the system to Froperv
operation: inc¢lude calibration adjustments 17 made during

— ]
g

the quarter. Make additional coties of Table III, as neeced.
Have the persecn in charge of the ovarall svetam and 7
certify the validiey of the rewort by sigming in Care

The computer-prodused ecuivglent tTo Tables I and 7IZ

= TTI owili
pe acceptable. All reports and nerificaticas snall e Torwarces 25
follows: Jirector, &nforcement Divisicn, USZPA (82}, 13¢7 Linco'r $=.,
Denver, Colarads 230295 Atinm: Roxa&nn Varzaas, Phone, I03-837-Z38L.

doda
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11

- INTERMOUNTAIN POUER PROJECT {IPP)
PERMIT STATUS REPORT
May 21, 1280
12-~12-78 Permit was proposed.
1-25.80 Company requested us not to issue permit,
2.03-30 Company requestad us o recpen nublic comment perioed so that it
" could submit additional informatien ralative to the ii0y emission
T1imit of 0.5 1hs/MM Btu.

Comments during public comment period were ralative to N0y and to
the particylate {mpact 2analysis of the non-stack emissions.

3ACT

40y Emission Rate

Permit proposal suggestad an smission rate of either 0.5 or 0.5 Ths/MM
tu. Company comments wore considersd by Region VIII and QAQPS. The sug-
gested permit emission rate is Q.35 lbs/MM 3tu.

Particulate Impact Analysis

The Utah State Agency commentad that the impact analysis did not consider
the non-stack particulate emissions from the power plant and further that
their analysis showed that NAAQS and the Class IT PSD increments would be
axceeded.

In processing the permit, we had not considered nor expected any signifi-
cant impact from the coal and ash handling operations, The emission estimatas
made by PEDCo were made with limited informatien. The Company supplied addi-
tional information such that better estimates could te made.

Scaling the Utah modeling results to the new estimated emissicn rates
rasulted in a finding tha MAAQS will be met and that the Class II increments
will be met averwywhere axcept very close to the Company property line.

Because of the uncertainties in the estimation of the fugitive emission
rates, the difficulties associated with making modeling astimatzs to the
nearest 0.1 %m, and the smallness of the potential impacted area; i% is racom-
mended that the sstimated threat to significant deterioraticn is not
sufficient to deny the permit. Additional contrals or lower emission esti-
mates are not probable at this time.

Final Permit

Preparation of paper work and obtaining concurrences will take approxi-
mately 5 days. Therefore, permit can be issued ¢n May 20, 1080, The Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit has granted a stay of their man-
dato yntdl dpype 7 1000
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